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Abstract 
Much has been written on netiquetting in the past few years. With all these, however, for a number of reasons, we are still far 
from having a well-defined mechanism for the analysis of netiquetting in Correspondence in general and academic one in 
Particular. It is likely that there are not clear-cut standardized and socially acceptable rules and we are not aware of how and 
when such rules are flouted. Having this in mind, the purpose of this study was twofold; first, attempt was made to give a vivid 
account of the concept of netiquetting and second to give a report on the effect of gender and educational level on flouting 
netiquette rules in Iranian academic correspondence. To this end, 100 e-mails sent to the Ninth International TELLSI Conference 
in applied linguistics were put to analysis. The findings revealed that participants’ gender and educational level affect flouting the 
netiquette rules. Females consider netiquettes more than males and participants with higher educational level flout the mentioned 
rules less than the ones with lower educational degrees. 
© 2014 Khany and Darabi. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Urmia University, Iran. 
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1. Introduction 
We are now living in a world that is increasingly dependent upon the use of internet information technology. The 
internet has pervaded nearly all aspects of our lives; it has fundamentally changed our institution and business 
practices, our behavior, our attitudes, our social interactions, our educational process, and our work habits. It is an 
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environment of open research, shared ideas and works, no overbearing control structure (Bloch, 2002). Email is a 
useful tool among these services that proposed by internet. Probably it is one of the most commonly used 
applications of the internet which enables individuals separated by time and space to communicate with each other 
(Lightfoot, 2006; Ho, 2010). To write an effective email, we need to be aware of a number of norms such as 
politeness, observance of social language maxims, avoiding flouting devices and observing social etiquettes.  Over 
the past few decades, much has been written on the above mentioned issues including politeness, (Akbari, 2002; 
Rashidi & Sammahnejad, 2006; Nevala, 2004; Hatipog˘lu, 2006; Afghari, 2007; Sahragard, 2008; Mboudjeke, 
2007), Flouting, (Li-juan, 2007; Greenall, 2008) and netiquetting (Hambridge, 1995; Lucas, 2007; Vincent, 2008; 
Kaul, 2010). 
 
With all the works done on this area, for a number of reasons, we are still far from having a well-defined 
mechanism for the analysis of netiquetting. For example, the concept is still too fuzzy. There are not clear-cut 
standardized and socially acceptable rules and last but not the least, we are not sure which characteristics have 
influence on flouting these rules. To this we should add cross linguistic and cross-cultural effects which cannot be 
overlooked in the analysis of the norms dominated correspondence in general and academic correspondence in 
particular. Having this in mind, first an attempt will be made to give a vivid account of the concept of netiquetting 
and second to give a report on the state-of-the-art netiquetting. Finally, through the analysis of 100 e-mails we shall 
try to see the effect of gender and educational level on netiquetting rules in Iranian academic correspondence. 
1.1. Netiquetting, related theoretical issues  
Netiquette or internet etiquette refers to a set of social conventions that facilitate interaction over networks, 
ranging from UseNet and mailing lists to blogs and forums. However like many internet phenomena, the concept 
and its application remain in a state of flux, and vary from community to community. Many researches were done in 
these fields. Averianova (2007) conducted a research which shows how electronic discourse and the way they are 
synchronized was analyzed by the rules of appropriate communicative behavior on the Net, or netiquette. It seeks to 
provide the underlying principle for the need to include electronic discourse related netiquette into EFL teaching 
conducted by means of computer-mediated communication. 
 
In another research Bloch (2002) investigated that while email has been used in L2 composition classrooms as a 
way to extend fluency, it is possible to use it as a means of creating relationships, like what we see outside of the 
classroom. The consequences show that the students can use rhetorical strategies to interact with their instructor 
outside of the traditional classroom setting. For these students, email seemed to be important tools for interacting 
with their teacher. Furthermore, the students have a good ability to switch between formal and informal language, 
depending upon the context of message (Bloch, 2002). Put in a wider conceptual framework, netiquetting is 
intertwined with a number of theoretical issues, some of which are explained in the following sections. 
1.2. Netiquetting and politeness 
Netiquette is related to politeness in its underlying share concepts; politeness theory has been developed for the 
first time by Brown and Levinson (1978). They link the concept of politeness to the notion of ‘‘face’’ which they 
define as the public self-image that every person wants to claim for himself consisting of two related aspects:  first 
the desire not to be imposed upon (i.e., negative face concerns) and the need to be appreciated and approved of (i.e., 
positive face concerns). Grice’s maxims (1975) are worked with conversational-maxim perspective of politeness 
that it also can be considered for writing as well. In 1975 Grice lists Quantity (QN), Quality (QL), Relevance (R) and 
Manner (M). 
He stated that the co-operative principal (CP) is always observed and any breaches of the maxims indicator of 
conversational explicatures. Fraser (1990) defined social norm view of politeness as a particular set of social norms 
consisting of more or less explicit rules that prescribe a definite behaviour, a state of affairs, or a way of thinking in 
a context that belong to each society. As a result, some concepts of politeness are culture-bound and differ from one 
culture to another. Researches that were done in this field include Akbari, (2002); Rashidi & Sammahnejad, (2006), 
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Afghari, (2007) and Sahragard (2008). The researchers investigated politeness in Iranian context and demonstrated 
various results in compare to other countries. But the main concern is the relation of netiquetting and politeness. 
   
Lucas (2007) focused on E-politeness among native and non native speakers of English. He examined how native 
and non-native speakers of English formulate low- and high-imposition requests to faculty. Many researchers 
claimed that because in email there is no non-verbal interaction so formal language is encouraged.  In Lucas’ 
research (2007), results showed that most of the requests are realized through direct strategies as well as hints rather 
than conventionally indirect strategies typically found in comparative speech act studies. Politeness conventions in 
email appear to be a work in progress, and native speakers express greater resources in creating e-polite messages to 
their professors than non-native speakers. Students are hesitant about email etiquette caused by lack of experience 
and also because typically it is not explicitly taught. Danet (2001, cited in Lucas 2000) has observed that the relative 
status of addressor and addressee [influences] linguistic choice: messages addressed upward tend to be more formal, 
more polite, and more conforming with conventional norms. Lucas (2007) believed that speakers of a language must 
also master socio-pragmatic and sociolinguistic norms to attain communicative purposes appropriately. A difference 
between NSs and NNSs’ email interaction with faculty is the presence of phatic communication in NNSs’ messages, 
not proposed to carry real information but used to maintain relationships. Politeness “rules” differ depending on the 
situation in which or for which the message has been drafted (Argyle, 1992).  
 
In another study, Kaul (2010) worked on gender differences in emails with respect to concept of politeness in 
Indian context. Results revealed that particular forms of politeness will result in collaboration among team members 
in email; considering politeness maxims in women is higher than men; specific examples of violations of politeness 
maxims are much more in men than in women; adherence to these maxims in clusters is not contingent to gender but 
is dependent on the needs of the situation or the organization. 
 
Herring (2000) believed that text-based Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) predisposes people to be 
less polite than they otherwise would be face to face. Reasons proposed to explain this purported effect include the 
text-only communication filters out voice and gestural cues, ostensibly reducing social awareness, and that the 
internet facilities communication among strategies at a geographical removes, thereby reducing social 
accountability". He referred that gender specific differences are obvious in every form of CMC. Results were 
focused on socially rather than technologically constructed nature of politeness on the internet. 
  
In another study, Sun (2008) again consider gender as one of the influential factors in using politeness marker 
within virtual environment. He found females tend to use more affective markers, more diminutives, more hedge 
words, more politeness markers, and more tag questions than do males. 
1.3. Netiquetting and Flouting 
Based on Grice, Flouting is defined as the deliberate breach of a conversational maxim in order to convey an 
implicature (1983). A basic fundamental postulation that must be concerned in speaking to others is to cooperate 
with one another to construct meaningful conversations. This assumption is recognized as the Cooperative Principle. 
These maxims are used for efficient spoken communication and can be used for writing as well. Conversational 
maxims are violated in quite different ways in different settings, while one person may violate a maxim in order to 
preserve another maxim called “Maxim Clash", another may flout maxims to create implicature, because s/he wants 
to imply something further than what is said. The other most important types of non-observance are opting out, 
infringement, flagrant non-observance and suspension. 
1.3.1. Opting out 
 
Opting out involves the intentional or conscious non-observance of a maxim. In opting out speakers or writers 
explicitly, contextually, signal that they will not observe maxim X, So-called ‘but-prefaces’ (Baker, 1975). 
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1.3.2. Infringement  
 
Greenall (2008) referred to infringement as ‘unintentional non-fulfillment'. More accurately, is non-observance 
stemming from a permanent or temporary inability to observe one or more maxims. Regardless of the unintentional 
nature of such breaches, they will produce imposed thematic relevance. 
1.3.3. Flagrant non-observance 
 
As discussed by Greenall (2008), it is the intentional breaches of maxims where speakers do not introduce their 
breaches in any way, but where they do not intend to convey implicatures. One important reason for this type of 
intentional breaching can be a general disrespect to norms or in some cases one norm in particular, although they 
know it leads to unwanted result but not caring about these possible consequences. 
1.3.4. Suspension  
 
In certain situations it is not necessary to observe the maxims (e.g. poetry). 
 
Gender differences are also influential on using maxims in speaking or writing. Men flouted the Grecian maxims 
more frequently than women. In addition, men seemed to have special reasons for flouting the maxims, such as 
“showing off” by being humorous or “putting the spouse down” by ironic or sarcastic comments addressed to their 
conversational partners (Brumark, 2004). One study on metapragmatics remarks during family dinner discourse 
showed that mothers and children were considerably more sensitive than fathers to flouts and violations made by 
other interlocutors (Brumark, 2004). 
1.4. Acceptable netiquette rules  
The spread of email has thrown into all aspects and fields, but people are still a little confused about the etiquette. 
Although the web appears to be developing its own set of rules, many traditional rules of etiquette are also being 
upheld concurrently. For non-native speaker it shows challenges to encounter newly presented rules, whereas most 
native speakers are familiar with social norms and etiquette. 
 
Emails can be used for both formal and informal transmission of message. The content of this study is formal, 
organizational and task related emails written by candidates of conference. Before presenting rules of etiquette it 
must be mentioned that the term gender is laden with assumptions built on cultural roles. For example, impolite 
messages were usually authored by males, while females were the polite user of messages (Jessmer & Anderson, 
2001). 
 
Herring (2000) stated that men in online groups make strong assertions, disagree strongly and usually use 
profanity, insults and sarcasm. In contrast, women use controlled assertions, polite expressions, offers and 
suggestions. So gender differences in email are one of the influential factors and many researches were done in this 
category (Witmer & Katzman, 1997; Kaul, 2010).  
 
According to Tschabitscher (2011), the rules of email etiquette are not "rules" but they are guidelines that help 
avoid mistakes (like offending someone when you don’t mean to) and misunderstandings (like being offend when 
you are not mean to). These important rules of email etiquette help communicate better via email. At first, Grice’s 
maxims and then lists of some guide lines are presented as follow:  
 
x Quantity (QN): Make your cover letter as informative as required. (Don’t say too much or too little). 
x Quality (QL): Do not say what you believe to be false. 
x Relevance (R): Be relevant (Stay on topic). 
x Manner (M): Avoid ambiguity, be brief and orderly. 
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Guidelines 
 
x Don’t type in all caps: it makes people think you are shouting.  
x Don't use acronyms  
x Don't spam 
x Don't indiscriminately post unrelated comments 
x Be sure of the subject line and what the message is about.  
x Direct your letter to the key executive or manager in the department to which you are . 
x Avoid verbal abuse  
x Keep emails short 
x Be brief: letters should be individualized, concise, and factual. 
x Always send an email cover if it is to be attached 
x Be careful with slang or local acronyms.  
x Use good grammar, punctuation and word choice  
 
1.5. Cross-linguistic and cross-cultural concerns 
One of the concerns with which netiquetting has always been entangled is how and to what extent politeness 
rules and norms are influenced by cross-linguistic and cross-cultural consideration. Rashidi and Sammahnejad 
(2006) in their research found that English speakers use positive politeness more, while Persian speakers prefer the 
negative politeness. They performed their research on request and apology and the result demonstrated that the 
request and apology in English is not as lengthy as it is in Persian. They stated that Persian speaker violates the 
quality, quantity, and manner maxims and tries to minimize the cost to other. Persian speakers have tendency to use 
more exaggeration and repetition, feeling sorry about what they did wrong (ibid.).  
 
In another study, Sahragard (2008) worked on the complex concept of Taarof. Taarof is a part of the culture of 
being polite in Persian, when a typical person uses it reasonably s/he is considered polite in language and behaviour. 
So using Taarof is an essential requirement in people’s interaction in Iran. 
 
In 1999, Taleghani compared politeness in interaction of native speakers of Persian and non native speakers. The 
results revealed that Iranians generally accept offers only after several rejections. In Iranian formal relation an 
immediate acceptance would often be supposed as impolite or rude and also data suggests that acceptances and 
rejections of offers in Iran are performed in a strikingly different way to American English (Taleghani, 1999). 
Acceptance is accompanied with some features of delay. This paper suggests that the priority format of offers in 
Persian differs from that in English when offers are produced in a social context while there is a formal relation 
between participants. 
 
In a different study, Salmani Nodoushan (2008) focused on the notion of indirectness in the speech act of request 
among native speakers of Persian. Result indicated that native speakers of Persian prefer conventionally indirect 
strategies when issuing requests. "In situations where there is social distance between participants, direct requests 
are very rare. However, in situations where there is no social distance, Persian native speakers frequently use direct 
requests as if they have a potential for expressing camaraderie and friendship" ( Nodoshan, 2008. Page 25).  
 
Akbari (2002) believed that, in order to establish the ways in which patterns of politeness differ from one 
language to another, we need to establish how different intra-cultural sources of variability (situational and 
individual) account for actual use in each language. In his study he intends to take out and categorize the range of 
politeness strategies (positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record politeness) used by Persian mono-
lingual speakers in specific situations and to compare them with those employed in English, based on the model 
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suggested by Brown and Levinson. Akbari, (2002) claimed that some expressions are originally rooted in cultural 
and religious beliefs of people. 
1.6.  Politeness rules in Iranian context 
As mentioned above politeness is a cross-cultural concern that differs from one language to another. As a result, 
types of rules that language users applied in their emails or correspondence maybe different in compare to other 
languages. Many factors like different intra-cultural sources of variability (situational and individual) account for 
actual use in each language; because of that there are no substantive claims about the universality or diversity of 
pragmatic principles across cultures and languages. Rashidi and Sammahnejad (2006) in their research found that 
Persian speakers prefer the negative politeness, not imposing others, and respecting others’ privacy than English 
speakers that use positive politeness more. For example in investigating two speech acts namely, request and 
apology Persian speaker use lengthy strategy. 
 
Another important feature of Iranian context is the overuse of 'ta'arof' as a sort of flattery and exaggeration in 
their writing or speaking (Sahragard, 2008). Taarof (T) indicates lower status for oneself while elevating the status 
of the person being addressed (Beeman, 1986, cited in Taleghani, 1998). It is one of the most fundamental cultural 
value that Persian speakers generally use in their interaction (Sahragard, 2008). 
 
With all these done on the above issues, there isn't still a standardized taxonomy of the cross-linguistic and cross-
cultural netiquetting rules. Furthermore, we still don't clearly know how such rules and norms are violated and 
flouted in different languages and cultures. As well the effect of some characteristics like gender and educational 
level on netiquette rules is not clear. Hence, reading a comprehensive knowledge of the given issues needs much 
further research to divulge the intricate mechanism dominating the issue. The present study, as was stated earlier is 
an attempt to investigate the above two fold concerns in Iranian academic context. First, we will try to study and 
categorize the socially accepted netiquetting rules in Iranian academic correspondence and second, we will attempt 
to see how such norms are influenced by participant’s gender and educational levels. Briefly speaking the study 
seeks answers to the following research questions. 
1. Is there any relationship between participant’s gender and flouting netiquette rules in Iranian Academic 
Correspondence? 
2. Is there any relationship between participant’s educational level and flouting netiquette rules in Iranian Academic 
Correspondence? 
2. This study  
2.1. Corpus  
The corpus consists of 100 emails addressed to the 9th International TELLSI Conference held in Ilam University 
October 20-22, 2011. All the email cover letters were copied and put to both a top down and bottom up analysis. In 
both processes, the contents of correspondence were checked against both the accepted netiquette rules and the 
famous correspondence maxis, to see how act and under what conditions such netiquette rules and maxims are 
flouted. 
2.2. The analytical framework  
To analyze the corpus, cover letters were investigated in terms of three important sections. Cover letter identified 
as a one page document which is designed to introduce and explain submitted material such as a job application or 
an article for a magazine or conference and describe the reasons for sending it. Because cover letter is the last piece 
of application that creates an employer's first impression, it is one of the most important elements that must be 
considered. In the case of submissions to journals and conferences, a cover letter demonstrates why the piece might 
be interesting. And in some cases a cover letter offers a brief summary of the material, usually in a special way that 
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attracts reader’s attention. Consequently it is combined of a set of sections, namely:  
x salutation  
x introduction  
x body 
x closing statement 
x Salutation: In formal letter writing, it is customary to include an opening greeting known as a salutation. 
Salutation wants to describe an act by which a courteous recognition given to somebody. An appropriate 
way for opening a formal and business letter is using the word "Dear", followed by the title and name of the 
letter's recipient.                                                                                                                        
 
x Introduction: the opening paragraph explains why you are writing the letter and the reason of writing being 
clear. Name of the specific position or type of work for application are mentioned. This section is the most 
important part of cover letter because it must attract enough attention to make the employer want to read 
on. 
 
x Body: in this part the most relevant information the employer want to consider should represent. It 
discusses how our skills meet the requirements of the position. Highlight pertinent achievements, skills, 
and experience, mentioning one or two of the most interesting points of our work. As stated by Becker 
(2005), in this section you must sell yourself and your abilities. 
 
x Closing statement: In this section the desire of applicant or sender for position or response is stated. 
Finally, appreciation and gratitude are made in this latter section of the cover letter. 
 
x  
In what follows, the data is analyzed according to the available netiquette rules with regard to their socially 
acceptable and appropriate norms and their grammatical, lexical and mechanical accuracy and in the light of 
conversational maxims that were proposed by Grice. The effect of gender and educational level on flouting of the 
netiquette rules will be reported as well.  
2.3. Procedure and data analysis  
To analyze the data, each cover letter subsection was given a code and any violation of the given section was 
analyzed to investigate the effect of gender and educational level on flouting the rules discussed above. The process 
of evaluation of e-mails was conducted by researchers. Data from all gathered information were entered into and 
analyzed using SPSS statistical software. 
3. Results  
To answer the first research question, results are provided in the following table. Table 1 presents teachers' 
demographic data. 
 
 
     Table 1. Frequencies of subject’s Demographic Data (N =100) 
Percent F    
55.8 67 Male  Gender 
44.2 53 Female  
38.3 46 M.A   Education Level 
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33.3 40 Ph. D students  
28.3 34 Ph. D   
 
The educational level of the participants is divided into three parts. As its clear the large number of subjects were 
M.A students. 
 
The relationship between Participant’s gender and flouting netiquette rules are presented in Table 2.  
 
Table 2. The relationship between flouting netiquette and gender 
Degree of flouting netiquette rules 
                                        Too Little       Little            Average       Much           Very Much       Chi-Square     df             Sig 
Gender          Male                  25.4         9.5                    11.1        28.6                  25.4                                                                                             
1                                                                                                                                                        12 .872         4          0.012   
                    Female               36.8         26.3                    8.8           8.8                  19.3 
In search to answer the second research question and in order to check the relationship between participant’s 
educational level and flouting netiquette rules the following table is demonstrated: 
Table 3. The relationship between flouting netiquette and educational level  
Degree of flouting netiquette rules 
  
Too little Little Average Much Very much 
 Chi-Square  
Value 
df Sig 
        Education          M.A 13 13 28.3 17.4 28.3 
16.109 8 0.041           Level    Ph. D Student 22.5 20 32.5 12.5 12.5 
       Ph. D 20.6 38.2 5.9 14.7 20.6 
4. Discussion  
According to this Warschauer (1995), e-mail provides students with an excellent opportunity for real 
communication, makes it possible to learn independently, at their own pace and to communicate their individual 
ideas, emotions and opinions. In this study the possible effect of gender and educational level as two important 
factors on flouting netiquette rules were investigated. As it was mentioned according to table 1, female subjects 
made up 44.2% of the population, and male subjects made 55.8%. Thirty-eight percent of the respondents had an 
M.A, thirty-three percent were Ph. D students and twenty-eight percent of teachers had doctoral degrees. 
 
As presented in Table 2, with regard to the level of significance (0.012), it is concluded that there is a significant 
relationship between gender and flouting netiquette rules. Females respect netiquette more than males. In support of 
this study it was found that impolite messages were usually authored by males, while females were the polite users 
of messages (Jessmer & Anderson, 2001). In another study, Herring (2000) stated that men in online groups make 
strong assertions, disagree strongly and usually use profanity, insults and sarcasm. In contrast women use controlled 
assertions, polite expressions, offers and suggestions. So gender differences in email are one of the influential factor 
and many researches were done in this category, (Witmer & Katzman, 1997; Gefen & Straub, 1997; Kaul, 2010).  
 
As specified by data in Table 3, it is right to claim that there is a significant relationship between educational 
level and flouting netiquette rules. The level of significant (0.041) is lower than p<0.05, so it is concluded that 
participants with higher educational level like Ph. D, respect netiquette rules more that other participants. 28.3% of 
M.A students flouting netiquette rules Very much, while 38.2% of professors that submitted to the conference rarely 
flouted the netiquette rules. 
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5. Conclusion  
The obtained findings revealed that there is a significant relationship between gender, educational level and 
flouting netiquette rules. Such a conclusion provides several implications for the members of ELT and EFL online 
communities in Iran. Recognizing how to communicate socially is one of the most important roles of the online 
members of the given communities. Nowadays, all the students for continuing their education need to communicate 
via emails. As a result, it is necessary for us to understand how to observe and respect netiquette rules in academic 
correspondence. 
 
Other researchers can conduct a research that answers a question such as which netiquette issues flouted the 
most. In this study only two characteristics like gender and educational degree were investigated, it may also be 
beneficial to determine if any other characteristics have influence on netiquette or not.   
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